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have had in the rest of its life if it had not been
killed. Bat assuming that in a given place there is'
room and provision for a given number at a time of
animals of the kind preyed upon, in the case of un-
reasoning animals that do not, it is to be presumed,
distress themselves by the anticipation of danger, it
seems to be a matter of indifference whether the sum
total of happiness be distributed over a smaller
number of animals with longer lives or over a larger
number of animals with shorter lives. Hence even
the curtailment of the lives of the animals devoured
may not diminish the sum total of the happiness of
the animals of the class and in the locality that we
have under consideration.

In carrying on their course of life, the lower
animals simply follow their instincts; at least there
is nothing to warrant us in supposing that they have
the feeling of right and wrong. We may therefore
regard their mode of life as conducted under the
sanction of the Author of nature. Man, however, has
to ask himself, Is it or is it not right that I should
act in such or such a manner ? Now in answering
such a question he may lawfully consult the estab-
lished order of nature, in case that should throw any
light on what the proper answer should be.

Suppose this question to be raised. Man can, if
he wishes, live on a vegetable diet. It is true that
he prefers as a rule to use some animal food along